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ABSTRACT

In June, 1973, the Supreme Court of the United States
handed down five decisions which significantly altered the legal
definition of obscenity, placing greater esphasis on local community
standards for judging a work obscene. A survey of public libraries
vas conducted in 1974 to determine if these decisions had resulted in
an increase in community censorship of library materials. Since the
size of the community might prove significant in its response to the
Court ruling, the public libraries in each state were sorted inmto
three groups by size nf population served. One library of each size
group (if applicable) in each state was then selected at random, for
a total of 133. A ten-item questionnaire was constructed, and the
instrument’s reliability and validity was tested with a trial mailing
in February, 1974 to the Aserican library Association and five sample
libraries. The final mailing, in April 1974, elicited 115 responses,
an 86 percent return rate. The responses were analyzed by geographic
region and community size. Of the 115, 108 reported no change in
patron concern about library materials or about specific titles since
the Supreme Court ruling. Survey materials are included. (SL)
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of friends, relatives and fellow-students, to see if they were
clear and to the point. After several revisions, the opinion
was sought of faculty msmbers who were more familiar with the
specific content of the questions., The questiomnaire was re-
fined numerbus times before the final version was adopted.

Wick is also helpful in his analysis of the important
cover letter. Brevity, the need to address the respondent
personally, presentation of the purpose of the study prior to
the request for help, assurance of anonymity--are some of the
elements danulysed,

A discussion of the questions as they appear in the
final revision follows,

UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA - LIBRARY SCHOOL

The time required to supply this information is spproximately 5-10 minutes.
Position of respondent (please use exact tiile):

In all of the foll uestions, "library materials" and complaints about

such materials refer to controversizl, questionabie or "problem® dealing
with m, violence, uce; @Ece; _;_E!E, 01:_7:. ‘

Hegding. The questionnaire deals only with those materials
relevant to the Supreme Court obscenity ruling. This Heading
is included to eliminate consideration by the respondent of
other types of ratron concern. (For example, & patron might
want more cookbooks or travel guides, or fewer recreational

and morse sgience materials,)
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1, INTRODUCTION

On June 23, 1973 the United States Supreme Court resolved
five cases by handing down decisions that significantly altered
First Amendment law.l While rejecting the "utterly without re-
deeming social value™ test for obscenity, the five Justices of
the majority? proposed these basic guidelines:s whether the aver-
age person, applying contsmporary commmnity standards, would find
that the work, taken as a whole, arpeals to the prurient interest;
whether the work depicts or describes, in a patently offensive
way, sexual conduct specifically defined by the applicable state
law; and whether the work, taken as a whole, lacks serious liter-
ary, artistic, political, or scientific value.

Further, the phrase "commnity standards® is no longer
to be interpreted to mean the standards of the "national commu-
rity.” Each state, and possibly each locality, may enact its
own standards, These are to be applied by local Juries which

will review challenged works according tc the “average person"

1The five cases are: Miller v, California, Paris Adult
Theater I v, Slaton, Kaplan v, Callfornia, Inited States v, 12
200 Tt, Reel gﬁiges States v, Orl

o Reels Fiims, rite.

2Justices Blackmun, Burger, Powell, Rehnquist and White.
Dissenting were Justices Brennan, Douglas, Marshall and Stewart.,




standard. There i8 no longer any necessity for a prosecutor
to present evidence or expert testimony in his attempt to
convince the jury that a work is obscene; the work itself 's
judged,

Pinally, although a persor is still permitted to possess
whatever he desires in his own home, he may not purchase, acquire
or import material deemed to be obscene.l

In his dissenting opinion, Justioe william 0. Douglas
warned of the possible effects of the riling on libraries:

What we do today is rather ominous as respects

libraria:s. The net now designed by the court

is so finely meshed that, taken literally, it

ocouid result in raids on libraries. Iibraries,

I had always assumed, were sacrosanct, rspre-

senting every part of the spectrum, If what is

orfensive to the most influential person or group

in a commmity ean be purged from 3 library, the

1library system would be destroyed.

Has the declision caused serious problemes for publiec libraries?
Is the public taking a more active role in monitoring library
materials? Have patron complaints, from individuais or pressure
groups, increased since the ruling? Is book Selection affec-
ted~-perhaps in subtle ways?

After conducting a general literature search using
Libr Literature, it was found that no systematic study
of the effects of the Supreme Court ruling on the publiec

library had been attempted. It was felt that such a survey

would be useful,

lofricial Reports of the Supreme Court (Washington,
1973), CMXIIY, Part B.

2Ibid., P.72.




II. METHODOLOGY

In deterrmining the format of the survey, a mailed
questionmnalire was thought to be the best way to reach a
representative sampling of public libraries throughout the
country.

A. Feasibility Study
In evaluating the feasibility of such = study, John

Wick's Questionnaire angtructionl was consulted, This excel-
lent slide and tape presentation, available on lsan from the
Bureau of Educational Research and Service, in the University
of Arizona Education Building, Room 313, alerts the researcher
to the many pitfalls in questiomnaire procedurs.

The first step is consideration of the time involved.
To be dons properly, the guestions should be tried, informally
at first, and then in an experimental mailing to representative
respondents, This can take several months, A preliminary
mailiig for this study was sent on February 19, 1974, with
a returm requested by lMarch 8, The final mailing was com-
pieted on April 10, 1974, with a return requested by April

30 A follow-up letter was sent to non-respondents on l.ay

lprom An Overview of Evaluation and Research Topics,
Unit IV, Northwestern Unlversity, Center For the Teaching

Professions, Nedp




13, with returns still being received in late June. Finally,
a summary of findings was sent to all respondents on July 31,
1974,

A cost analysis is also essential, The researcher
must consider the type of reproduction to be used in pro-
cessing; the cost of analyzing results (will a computer be
required?); the cost of materials and mailings; and the time
involved in such clerical activities as typing and stuffing
envelopes, Since only five libraries were used in this trial
mailing, the cover letters and questionnaires were xeroxed
and mailed (with stamped, addressed return envelopes) by the
researcher,

For the final mailing, the cover letter was repro-
duced, on University of Arizona Library School letterhead,
at the niversity Mimeo Bureau.l Stencils were typed by the
researcher, with 200 copies of the two-page questionnaireo
reproduced by the Craduate Librery School office., Extras
were made at this time to send to possible non-respondents.
Outgoing postage was pald by the University, %hrough the
Graduate Library Sehool office, while the researcher pur=-
chased the stamps for the enclosed return envelopes. Another
letterhead was reproduced at the liimeo Bureau to send to non-
respondents, Finally, the summary of findings was processed
in similar fashion, with the University paying for the mailing.

lrocated in Ari:ona Stadium, West Gate 6.

9
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B, Sampling
Since the size of the community might prove signi-

ficant in its response to the Court ruling, three libraries
were sclected from each state, serving populations of A) under
25,000, B) from 25,000 to 300,000, and C) over 300,000,

The 3owker Amerjcan Library Directory (1972-73) was
used in odtaining names und addresses of libraries and head
librarians, as well as population figures for communities
Served by the libraries., Following the guidelines set forth
in YVan Dalen's Understanding Educational Research (pp.295-
300), a method of obtaining a stratified random sampling was
devised,

First, only public libraries coded "P* in the direc-
tory were to be used; excluded from consideration were state
archives, penitentiaries, hospitals and other special public
facilities. For each state, the number of pages allotted it
in the directory was counted. A matohing set of numbered
slipe of paper was compiled. The researcher drew one from
these, counting up to the corresponding page for that state.
The first "P*" library serving a population of under 25,000
was selected. The process was repeated for +the ether two
population categories,

A total of 133 libraries was selected from 50 states.
The following states had only two libraries represented, since
they lacked a population eenter in the 309000+ category:
Alaska, Arksnsas, Idaho, Iowa, Kansas, Maine, Mississippi,
Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire, North Dakota, Seuth Carolinas,

21




Utah, Vermont, West Virginix, and Wyoming. The total sample

worked out as follows;:

Table 2.

sg_l_gio
17 atates with 2 libraries = 34
33 states with 3 lidraries = 99

Total libraries in sample =133
or

50 states with sige A library
50 states with size B 1lib. ary
33 states with sigze C 1ib =y

133 total libraries in sample

To facilitate aralysis of data, the statem were
grouped according to reglon as follows: West (39 iioraries)--
Alaska, Arisona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana,
Nevada, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Washington,
Wyeming; Midwest (32 libraries)--Illinois, Indiana, Iowe, Kansas, {
Miehigan, Minnesota, Missourl, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio,
South Dakota, Wisconsing South (38 libraries)--Alabama, Arkan-
sas, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Kemntucky, Louisiana, Maryland,
Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Temnessee, Virgin-
i1, West virginias Northeast (24 libraries)--Connecticut,
Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York,
Penntylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont.,

Cs Questionnaire Construction
Pollowing Wick's guidelines, a preliminary form was

construoted. The questions were tried on a varied sampling




of ’riends, relatives and fellow-students, to see if they were
clear and to the point., After several revisions, the opinion
was sought of faculty memhers who were more familiar with the
specific content of the questions. The questionnaire was re-
fined numerbus times before the final version was adopted,

Wick is also helpful in his analysis of the important
cover letter. Brevity, the need to address the respondent
personally, presentation of the purpose of the study prior to
the request for help, assurance of anonymity--are some of the
elements anulysed,

A discussion of the questions as they appear in tne
final revision follows,

UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA - LIBRARY SCHOOL
The time required to supply this information is approximately 5-10 rinutes.

Position of respondent (please use exact tiile):

In all of the following qQuestions, "libr naterials" and complaints about

such materials refer to controversizl, ques uiorab*e or " roblem" items dealing
with sex, violence, race, Eogg_cs; ﬁs; etc.

Heading. The questionnalire deals only with those materials
relevant to the Supreme Court obscenity ruling, This Feading
is included to eliminate consideration by the respondent of
other types of 1atron concern., (For example, a patron might
want more cookbooks or travel guldes, or fewer recreational

and mora science matesials,)




.
1. Are you and your staff aware of 1increased petron concern about library
materials cince the June 1973 Supreme Court ruling on obsceni.ty?

a. Increase « 0 change c. Decrease

1. This question is designed to elicit a general impression
frem the librerian(s). Included here might be the patron who
makes no formal complaint, but expresses verbal concern.

2. If you checked "a", how would you characterize this increased concern?
Check btslow whatever choices apply:

a. Criticism of the library
(1) for including "sensitive" materials

__Some __Much __A great deal

(2) for excluding sensitive materials

___Some Much ___A great deal

b. Support of the library
(1) for in.iuding sensitive materials
__Some __Much __A great gzal

(2) for excluding sensitive ma‘erials

__Some __Much __A great deal
2, This rather complicated question is designed to measure

all possible types of concern noted, both positive and

negative,

14
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3. Havevgomplaints regardir;g specific titles incre;sed since the obscenity ruling?

Increase No change Decrease

3+ This question complements number 1, in measuring specific

oconerete complaints,

L. Have you found it necessary tc explain your library's policies to the
community since the Supreme Court ruling?

__No
__Yes, as a result of the ruling
_ Yes, but not directly related to the ruling

If yes, by what weans?

5. Have you found it necessary to revise your existing policy on book selection
since the ruliug?

No

__TYes, as a result of the ruling

___Yes, bat not directly relcted te the ruling

6. Is your library attempting to determine what "local community standards" are?

No

Yes, as a result of the ruling

Yes, but not directly related to the ruling
If res, by what means?

b, 5. and 6, These questions are designed to show any modifi-
cation in the relationship of the library to the community
sinee the Court ruling.

N
Ll




7. Does your library keep statistics of patron complaints?

Yes __No If you checked no, you may skip to number 9.

8. In the following section, which compares the period since the ruling to the

a. Total number of requests to

b. Total number of requests to

(7.

same period of the year before, please refer to your library statistics
where avatlable. (If not available, write NA.)
Again, refer only to "sensitive'materials.

Since ruling Before ruling
July'73-Aor'7h July'72-Apr'73

withdraw sensitive materials

0f these, how many are:
(1) Verbal _

(2) wWritten (forms or otherwise)

(3) By individuals
(4) By groups (or individuals

representing groups)

add sensitive materials

0f these, how many are:
(1) Verbal .

(2) Written

(3) By individuals

(4) By groups N

and) 8, This question is really ‘the same as number 3.,

expanded to include more precise data where available,

Again, the possibility of positive requests (to add materiaic)

was

included,

16




9. In relation to the normal growth of the community you ssrve, how would you
characterize any increase in complaints?

G

__Normal, considering growth of community

Oreater than growth would warrant

Not applicable;

Lower than growth would warrunt complaints have
“ not increased.

__Comnunity served has not grown significantly in
the last yeax.

—)

9. This question is designed to account .or any significant
population changes which might affect patren eomplaints,

For example, a small library recording a marked inerease

in complaints would have to consider a new industrial plant
which opened during the year, swelling the town's population
by several thousand. Such an increase in complaints could be
"normal” considering the growth of the commmnity.

10. Comments (please use back)

Please check 1f you would like to receive summary of findings.

THANK YO FOR YOUR TIMZ AND COOPERATION.
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D, Trial Mai

In order to verify the readability and validity of
the questions prioer to the final mailing, a preliminary sur-
vey was undertaken. A oopy of the questionnaire and a cover
letter requesting oritiecal comments were sent to the American
Library Assoclstion, Freedom to Read Foundation (see Anpendix
A=l). A simiiar cover latter with questionnaire was sent to
five public libraries representing the various characteristics
of tha target group (see Appendixes A-2 and-A-B). These
libraries are in addition to the 133 mentioned earlier.,

The trial group was composed of:

1) one library from a Western city of size C) 300,000+
vopulation

2) one library from 4 Southern city of size B) 25,000-300,000

3) one library from a Midwestern town of size A) under 25,000

k) one library from & Northeastern city of size B)

5) one library from a Midwestern city of size C).

These trial respondents were ssked to answer the
questions and comment on the format., All five replied
promptly with favorable comments. Only one library of
the five noted an "increase in patron concern® since the
ruling (West, size C). This increase was not thought to
be significant, however, but “normal, considering the growth
of the commmity.” The four other libraries reported "no

change,"”
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Some of the additional commentes were more revealin; .,
A librarian from a Northeast size B area was conecerned with
the subtle, long-range impaot of the Supreme Court rulings

Your questionnaire is straightferward and should
slioit acourate indications of conscious reeponses
b{ 1ibrarians te increased community pressure. what
will be very difficult to measure,..is the extent to
which librarians (long the greatest of censors) will
avoid "sensitive” materials, dbut either fail to
acknowledge to themselves that this is what they
ar; doing or hide behind a dbarricade of rationaliz-
ations,

A trial respondent from the South, sige B 1idbrary, added
these amusing observations;:

Local concern over obscenity...has always deen
strong, and the mayor is chairman of a group
called "Dads Acainst Dirt." So while there has
been no change since the Supreme Court ruling,
it has probably been due to a smug assurance
that at last the rest of the country is going

to reach the same conclusion this commmity has,
Curiously enough, the Library had more problems
when the more liberal Court decisions were armoun-
ced, Thesev declisions usually brought people out
of the woodwork,

This same library director included these encouraging
remarks about the format: "I have no criticism, nor sug-
gestions regarding the questionnaire, It appears concise,
simple to complete, and it does not 'lead' the respondent
to make ste .ments which might be too general to invalidate
the findings,.*®




III, ANALYSIS OF RESPONSE

The final mailing was completed using the same ques=-
tionnaire with a revised cover letter (see Appendixes A-3 and
B-1). 0f the 133 libraries surveyed, 102 replied within three
weeks. A follow-up letter was sent to the 31 non-respondents
(see Appendix B-2), 0f these, sn additional 18 forms were
returned. The total response after both meilings was 115 of
133 or 86%.

A. Analypis of Nen-Respendents

The 18 non-respondents were socattered amongst the
geographic and size variables., The Northeast had the best
return rate with 23 of its 24 libraries responding. The

non-respondents are analyzed below,

Table ®
8 é N'on-"nu dents

Total # libraries

in samply 24 38 39 32
Northeast South West Midwest

Size A 5 4 1

Size B 1 3

Size C 1l i 1l 1l

Total #

Non-Respondents 1/24 7/38 5/39 5/32=18 of 133

’ 15

<0
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B. Analysis of Respentes

In this section, responding libraries are referred
to by geographic region (as per page 7), and by size of
commmnity served. The reader is reminded that size A serves
a population of under 25,0003 size B 25,000-300,000; and size
C 300,000+,

0f the 115 libraries respending, an overwhelming 108
reported no ehange in "patron concern about library materials
since the June, 1973 Supreme Court ruling on obscenity® (ques-
tion 1), These same 108 libraries reported no change in
"complaints regarding specific titles® since the ruling (ques-
tion 3). This reprurents 94% of those responding, or 81% of
the total sample.

Only one library reported a decrease in patron concern
since the rviing., This Midwest size A library recorded a
deerease in gpecifie complaints as well (question 3), but
did not include any comments interpreting this sinsular result.

Seven of the 115 respondents, or 6%, recorded an
inerease in patron concern (question l). (This represents
5% of the total sample of 133.) Six of these are from the
Sauth; two from sisze A, four from size B, The seventh library
is from the West, size C,

In compieting question 2, all seven libraries noted
“some criticism of the library for including sensitive materials,."
Two reported seme support of the library for including sensitive
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materials, (South size B, and South size A)., Two reporteu
Some support for gxeluding sensitive materials (South size B,
South size A)., None reported oriticisam for excluding sensitive
materials,

Pour of the seven libraries reported no change in
specific complaints (question 3). Only three libraries re-
ported an inerease in specific complaints, and two of these
concluded that this inorease was "normal, considering growth
of the eommmity*” (question 9). Only one library (Seuth size
B) reported an increase in specific complaints which was
deemed “greater than growth would warrant,”

In analyzing the library's relationship to the commu-
nity sc.ved, 21 of the 115 respondents, or 17%, have found it
necessary to explain their policies to the cormunity since the
ruling (question 4), 0f these, only four have done 80 as a
direct result of the ruling, Two of thess explained their
policies by means of statements to the media (lMidwest size B,
South size B). One librarian defended librory policies at a
city council meeting (West size B), A Midwestern library
(size C) supported the American Library Association opposition
to the ruling in a public statement before a local judge.

Nine of the 115 libraries, or 8%, have found it
necessary to revise their existing book selection policies
(question 5). O0f these, only two have done so as a direct
result of the ruling (lMidwest size A, South size B).

21 of the 115, or 17%, are attempting to determine

[a lal
[ LY
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what current "local community standards" are (question 6),
Only two of these report that this is a result of the Court
decision (South size C, South size B).

Ce A.ded Comments by Respondents
22 of the 115 librarians, or 17%, took the time to

add personal comments. Six of these related that the same
few individuals complain each year, without regard to the
most recent Court ruling, One Western size A library tells
of several “elderly women in the community" who complain regu-
larly about centemporary fiction., Another West size A library
tells of a conservative religious group which complains period-
ically about sexual content in library materials. Three libra-
ries mentioned that they had prepared special complaint forme
after the Supreme Court ruling, which have never been used.
While the questionnaire was not designed to evaluate
how libraries deal with complaints, two libraries included
this in their additional comments, One Southern size A
library labels the book pocket ef “any book that is full of
obscenity." Another Southern size A library reviews criticized
materiale and *if the cemplaint is valid, the material is
destroyed,.”
In commenting on its book selection policy, one North-
eastern size A library does not buy "those books lacking in
taste or merit, Our budget is limited, therefore the funds

are used for the benefit of the majority."” A librarian from
a Southern size B commmity with no writtc: book selection

~3
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policy reports that "an umwritten poliey of judicious acquisi-
tion has existed for a long time, due to very limited funding....
The budget does not allow for the purchase of large quantities
of ephemeral or recreational materials."

Finally, an amusing postseript was added to the form
by the¢ director of a Northeastermm size B library:

I have the impression that the only persons

deeply toncerned about the Supreme Court's
rul are library school educaters and stu=

dents who nistg;iﬁ%x believe that the Supreme
uri's fuiing w have any real impact on
gﬂo ook brary's freedom of selection,




IV, CONGCLUSIONS

With a dramatic 94% of all respondents reporting
no change in patron concern or complaints since the June,

1973 ruling, one would have to conclude that the fears ex-
pressed by Justice Douglas (and echoed by many of us in the
library field) have not been realized, Further, this response
has orossed regional and population lines; throughout the coun-
try--in the Northeast, South, West, and lidwest--libraries of
all sizes have reported no variation in their regular operations.

Only one library in 115 reported an increase in specific
complaints which was considered to be greater than the growth
of the commnity would warrant, Only two libraries in 115 have
found it necessary to revise existing book selection poliey as
a result of the ruling.

Seven of the 115 respondents, or 6%, reported an
increase in patron concern. And in all seven cases, concern
wes registered with the mild “some” rather than the stronger
“mach" or "a great deal." In terms of regional differences,
it may be significant that six of these seven libraries were
from the South; two from size A, four from size B, Th® seventh
library reporting an increase in patron concern was from the
West, size C.

The only other regional signifiecar - was noted in terms
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of non-respondents, Of the 18 libraries that did not return
the questionnaire, only one was frcm the Northeast (size C).
The remainder were distributed amongst the South (seven),
Midwest (five), and West (five),

In determining the validity of results, John Wick
suggests using the "worst enemy" test. In this exercise,
the researcher assumes that all non-respondents had actually
replied in unanimous fashion. Thus, if all 18 non~respondents
had recorded some patron coneern, the results of the study
would have shown 197 of the total 133 {instead of the actual
6% of 115) reporting sueh concor.i, Similarly, if all 18
non~respondents had recorded no change in patron concern,
the results would have ecome to 95% of the tetal 133 (instead
of the aetual 94% of 115)., Using the lowest possible figure,
81% of tho tctel sample would have reported no_change in
patron concern. Using the highest possible figure, 957 would
have reported no change in concern.

Based on tiiese findings, one can coneclude that the

decision has not caused serious problems for the public library

to date. The public does not saem to be taking a more active
role in monitoring l§orary materials, Public library activi-
ties have not been significantly altered as a resuit of the
ruling,

Some of the added comments by librarians tend to
support the statement by one of the ¢rial respondents that
librarians have“long [beer] the greatest of censors." The
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labeling of “ebscene” material by one librarian, and the
*destruotion® of it by another are frightening disclosures.
The use of "budget limitations* as the reason for "selecting
out® sensitive materials is a questionable practice. PFor

the most part, however, librarians reported dealing witl.
complaints in a calm mmaer, supportive of library poliey,
and, in the words of the director of a Vsestern size B library,
*without getting tensei up.”

It seems significant that so many litrarians took
the time to complete and return the questionnaires 115 of
133, or 86%, responded. This may be due, in part, to the
fact that the form was sinple and limited to two pages, It
may also refleet a general interest in the subject; all but
one library requested a summary of the findings,

on Juae 24, 1974, the Suprem: Court ruled again,
handing down a decision which reinterprets its obvscenity
ruling of a year before. In Jenkins v. Georgia, the Court
declared that "It woul¢ be a serious misreading of Miller to
conclude that juries have unbridled discretion in determining
what is ‘patently offensive.'" The Court emphasized that
only meterial showing “"patently offensive hard-core sexual
conduct® may be banned by local juries.l

lynit-d States Supresme Court Bulletin (New York:
Commerce Clear ousas, » PP. B4#U47-BRO58,
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The laws concerning Qbscem’.ty have varied throughout
the years, rei.ecting the different opinions of the Justices
who have comprised the Supreme Court. While current decisions
leave many issues in doubt, the results of this study are
reassuring, The findings presented here tend to show that
the public library continues to function as a secure insti-~
tution in the commmity.

[l
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TRIAL MAILING

A=l Correspondence With American Library Association
Re
b.g Copies of Letters to ALA
Co

d. Reply Frem ALA

A=2 Sample of Cover Letter to Trial Respondents
A-3 Sample of Questionnaire
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

TUCSON, ARIZONA 85721

COLLEGLE OF EDUCATION ROOA 310
GRADUATE THIBRARY SCHOOL (6L2) Xng-3568

Kindly reply to:
2521 E. Greenlee P1l,
Tucsor:, Arizona 85716
February 1, 1974

blex P, Allain, President
Freedom to Read Foundation
50 East Huron Street
Cricagu, Illinois 60611

Dear Sir:

All of us in the field of librarianship are concerned
about the Supreme Court decision of June 21, 1973. We have
read the ominous warning of dissenting Justice William O,
Douglas that "the net now designed by the court is so finely
meshed that taken literally it could result in raids on
libraries,"

How serious is the problem? Is the public taking a
more active role in mon:toring library materials? Have
complaints from the publi~s, acting individually or through
pressure groups, increased since the ruling? Is book
selection affected (perhaps in subtle ways)?

A> a researcher at the University of Arizona Graduate
Library School, I am planning a project to determine the
effects of the court ruling on the public library. By
means of a one-page questionnaire sent to a random selec~
tion of public libraries across the U.S., I hope to dis~
cover, in a general way, what the reaction has been. 1
plan on writing to three libraries in each state: to one
serving a community of under 25,0003 to another serving a
population of from 25,000 to 350,000; and to a third, a
major branch of a large metropolitan system,

I would appreciate your comments about this project
and the enclosed questionnaire, Would your office be
willing to endorse this research with a statement tc¢ that
effect in my cover letter? I look fcrward to hearing from
you at your earliest convenience, as I am anxlous to begin
the ctudy.

Very truly yours,

30 17‘0‘4AAL‘2%?zﬂféat

Barbara Wenglin
Re3earcher

e .
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v THE HNIVERSY, “'F ARTZONA

COPE ol OF B DU NYieo,

ROONM 300
CPADE VTE IR o ot 1607y aet aEeg

2521 East Greenlee P1,
Tucson, Arizona 84716
February 18, 1974

Judith F. Krug, Executive Director
Froedom to Read Foundation

50 East Huron Street

Chicago. Illipois 60611

Dear Ms. Krug:

On February lst, I wrote to your office concerning a research
nroject dealing with the June 1973 Supreme Court ruling on obscenity.
By means of a questionnaire sent to a random celection of public
libraries across the United States, I hope to determine what the
reaction to the law has been.

I am writing this follow-up letter to you at the suggestion
of my research advisor, Mary Z. Power. I have enclosed a cnny of
my original lattey as well as a revision of the original auecstion-
naire.

Again, your comments about this project and the ques*ionnaire
would be appreciated. Would your office be willing to cndorse this
resecarch with a statement to that effect in my cover letter? I
look forward to hearing from you at your earliest convenien~e, as
I am anxious to proceed with the study.

Sincerely,

ﬁWAzlﬁatW/

Barbara Wenglin
Researcher

Enc,
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THE UNIVERSIT OF ARIZONA

TUCSOMN., ARIZONA Ky

COLLFGE OF I DUCATION

CGRADU AL FIBRARY SCHOOL

Kooy g

[ ¥ S IR

2521 East tGreenlee P,
Tucson, Arizona §5716
Karch 15, 1974

Judith F. Krug, Executive Director
Freedom to Read Foundation

50 East Huron Street

Chicago, Illinois 60611

Dear Ms, Krug:

On February lst and February 18th, I wrote to your office con-
cerning a redfarch project dealing with the June 1973 Supreme Court
ruling on obscenity., By means of a questionnaire sent to a randonm
selection of public libraries across the United States, I hope to
determine what the reaction to the law has been,

The response to a trial mailing of the questionnaire has bcen
most encouraging. All of the libraries in the sample group respon-
ded; many commented favorably on the format and importance of the '
study. As I prepare for the final mailing, I would appreciate
your comments about the questionnaire. Again, would your office
be willing to endorse this survey with a statement tc that effect
in my cover letter?

I have enclosed a copy of the original letters and the revised
questionnaire. I look forward to hearing from you at your earliest
convenience, before I proceed with the study.

Sincerely,

Babsra Hirgl, .

Barbara Wenglin ‘
Researcher

Enc

32




TFFL FPS AND
r 'ARD OF DIRECTORS

Aex® Ahain President
A%~ ey st law and Trostee

-.erett T Moore Vice-Presidant

38 stant Librera”
It sucs ty of Catioria
4t Los Angeles

Richard L Dariing, Treasurer

DJe2r Scroor of Library Service
T3 ombie Lniveraily

*Ars Judith F Krug, Secretary

and Executive Director

Witiam D North
seneral Counsel

RULTEES

< ram D Cunningham
‘8. Of HOWArd U versity
L brases

Stanley Fieishman
Atomey at Law

James A Harvey
Exacutive Secretary
+ nosl t-ary Asaui.ation

Edward G Hollsy
G-a~ Schoo: =t Libre-y Science
L ivarsity of North Caroina

Eveiyn Levy

Qegonal L'drar.an
€-och Pratt Free Librery

~ean Lowne
S rector Schoot of Libratianship
Wes o Mchigan University

Mrs Fiorence McMullin
Tr.3'e@ King Courty Library

R Kathleen Molz
“itM QOboler

L sversity Librarian
13+0 State Ur versity

Ars Carr.e C Robinson
sc’ ate Orotessor
*z2i of Eduration
i Lrovers ty

Srace Slocum

83 81~ Direzror

T sn Pragt Froa Library
Jber wedgeworth

asr jLive Director

A~oc can | brary Association

Josiyn N Wiitiams
Jane Wiison

"~ @' Acquisit gng Libraran
~nseve't Un vers ty

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

28
APPENDIX A-1 d.

Freedom to Read Foundation

50 EAST HUROK STREET, CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60611 + PHONE (312) 944-6780

May 29, 1974

Ms. Barbara Wenglin
2521 East Greenlee Place
Tucson, Arizona 85716

Dear Ms. Wenglin:

Mr. Allain & ! I very much appreciated the information regarding
your proposed resear:: project which you sent to us some time
ago. As you are probably avare, research of the type you are
undertaking is currently beyond the scope of the Freedom to

Read Foundation. Nevertheless, we would be extremely interested
in receiving a summary of the results of your project as the
information has the potential of being of great help in our
various legal actions.

Good luck with this important and interesting project.

Sigcerely,

udith F. Krug (Mfs?)
Executive Director

JFK/j]
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APPENDIX A-2

TS E UNIVERSITY CF ARIZONA

TUCSON, ARIZONA 55721

4

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION HOOM 23
GRADUATE L.BRARY SCHOOL (OL2 ) Sb~-350)

2521 E. Greenlee Ploce
Tucscern, Arizonz 85710
Fedruary 19, 1974

N A a-a S Cacar caY A
e L IvLrlan:

~=i o7 22 1n the field cf librericnsaip are concerned zbous
oo wusrune Court ruling of Junc, 1973. You may recall that the
Socicign ccjeets the “"utterly witicut redecming sociel valiic® test
Jor ocuzeenity, In e;¢cvu, a worll L2 nc longer p”ObGCbed Ty e
SLrew sacndmont if, teken as a viole, it anpeals to the prucicat
Ineosest; portrays sexual ccr duet ir o natently ofrensive W3y; <aa
l,;k; cirious literary, artisiic, moiivical. or scientific aius.

¢0 bc decided by Loc..
ZC perceon" of a culiaanTo.

v

Teme

[VER
Jenenir, Tae qu ucstion of ob°ccn;gy ic no
surice ucsing the standards of thic “overs

WaT 1as beon the effect of Z;Lu uiing on the public 1ltoois
(W el CuAmMJlbj it scrves? I tic pudblic taking a more wciive
Tole In wealtoring library matcericls? 1o the library®s beol:
secrecvion uIletho

Your library has oeon relecicu ws par of o trial grouy ol no-

Luonatnis inoa "tudj to deteriine vhc offcets of the Cou*t ru_~";
o4 N Bublic library. Ve would aumaioccicve it 1 you woulw cc.
LolTe Cac enclosed form and cemment ca the validity of the ChCuLibIJ.
.TL Nne cucestiond clear? Have we prcvidod for every poSsibio rolipisllt

~ove ue Torgotten anything? (?lcaac dc not criticize our cwnocin. oo
ol one final cover letter anc cuccticnnaire will be printcd Soc-
Jeioivnally.) You may use the bock of tac form for your cormenic.

ingure anonymity, data from tnc otddj (and from this <ricl
o) will se reported in terms ol vozion oad cize of community
<hout identifying incivicuzl recpondents. You may
¢ tne end of the form iy jjou weuld like to reccive a
LunLiary of our findings.,

,J
PN

Thenlk you for your Time and ccoopcration. The return of the oo
WY L..tlh Cth will be abpre01atca, al we are anxious to cvaluuate your
colzacaTs and proceed with the stucy.

Sincozrely,

Barbtara Wenglin, ReScarchcer

9




APPENDIX A=3 p.l v
UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA - LIBRARY SCHOOL

The time required to supply this information is approximately 5-10 minutes.

Position of respondent (please use exact title):

In all of the following questions, "library materials" and complaints about
such materials refer to controversizl, guestionable cr "problem" items dealing
with sex, viclence, race, politics, drugs. etc,

1. Are you and your staff awareot increased patron concern about library
materials since the June 1973 Supreme Court ruling on obscenity?

a. Increase b. No change c. Decrease

2. If you checked "s", how would you characterize this increased concern?
Check below whatever choices apply:

a. Criticism of the library
(1) for including "sensitive" materials

___Some ___Much ___A great deal
(2) for excluding sensitive materials
___Some __Much ___A great deal
b. Support ¢ the iibrary
(1) for including sensitive materials

___Some ___Much __ A great deal
(2) for excluding sensitive materials
___Some __Much __ A great deal
3. Have complaints regarding specific vitles increased since the obscenity ruling?

Increase No change Decrease

4. Have you found it necessary to explain your library's policies to the
commnity since the Supreme Court ru'ing?

___No
__Yes, as a result of the ruling

__JYes, but not directly related to the ruling

If yes, by what means?

5. Have you found it necessary to revise your existing policy on book selection
since the ruliug?

_ No
__JYes, as a result of the ruling

_ _Yes, but not directly related to the ruling
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6. Is your library attempting to determine what "local community standards" are?

No

Yes, as a result of the ruling

Yes, but not directly related to the ruling
IT yes, by what means?

7. Does your library keep statistics of patron complaints?

__JYes __No If you checked no, you may sikip to number 9.

8. In the following section, which compares the period since the ruling to the
aame period of the year before, please refer to your library statistics
where available. (If not available, write NA.)

Again, refer only to "sensitive'materials,

Since ruling Before ruling
July'73-Apr'7L July'72-Apr'73

a. Total number of requeststo
withdraw sensitive materialc

0f these, how many are:
(1) verbal —

(2) written (forms or otherwise)

(3) By indivicuals

(4) By groups (or individuals
representing groups)

b. Total number of requests to
add sensitive materials

0f these, how many are:
(1) verbal_
(2) Written
(3) By individuals
(L) By groups

9. In relation to the normal growth of the community you serve, how would you
characterize any increase in complaints?

___Nom~l, considering growth of community T

Greater tban growth would warrant

Not applicable;
__ Lower than growth would warrant complaints have
not increased.

__Community served has not grown significantly in
the last year.

~d

10. Comments (please use back)

Plesse check if yon would like to receive summary of findings.

TIANK YOU TOR YOUR TIMF AN COUPERATION,

Q 36
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FINAL MAILING

B=1 Sample of Final Cover Letter
B=2 Sample of Final Follow-up Letter
B-~3 Sample of Summary of Findings Letter
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APPENDIX B-1
THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

TUCSON, ARicoLiva 85721

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION ROOM 419
GRADUATE LIBRARY SCHOOL (602) Ma-V80

2521 East Greenlee Place
Tucson, Arizona 85716
April 10, 1974

Dear Librarian:

All of us in the field of lidrarianship are concerned about
the Supreme Court ruling of June, 1973. You may recall that the
decision rejects the "utterly without redeeming social value"
test for obscenity. In effect, a work is no longer protected
by the First Amendment if, taken as a whole, it appeals to the
prurient interest; portrays sexual conduct in a patently offen-
sive way; and lacks serious literary, artistic, political, or
scientific value. Purther, the question of obscenity is now to
be decided by local juries using the standards of the "average
person” of a commmnity.

What has been the effect of this ruling ca the pubdblic
library and the community it serves? Is the public taking
a more active role in monitoring library materials? Is the
library*’s book selection affected?

completing the enclosed form in the five to ten minutes
it will take, you can help anawer these questions., To insure
anonymity, data from the study will be reported in terms of
region and size of commnity served, without identifying indi-
vidual reefondents. You may indicate at the end of the form
if you would like to receive a summary of our findings.

We welcome any comments you may want to include. Thank
you for your time and cooperation. The return of the form by
April 30, 1974 will be appreciated.

Sincerely,
Y

Barbara Wenglin
Researcher

Enc.

Js
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

TUCSON, ARIZONA 85721

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

ROOM 419
GRADUATE LIBRARY SCHOOL

(602) ¥x4-1568

2521 East Greenlee Place
Tucson, Arizona 85716
May 13, 197k

Dear Librarian:

About three weeks ago, you received a letter from me
requesting your help in a study to determine the effects

of the 1973 Supreme Court obscenity ruling on the public
library.

There appears to be much interest in this controversial
decision, since a substantial number of the forms have
already been returned. We would appreciste your completing the
enclosed form in the five to ten minutes it will take. The
higher return rate will give us a better indication of the reac-
tion to the ruling throughout the country.

As of this date, we have not received your response. If
our letters have crossed in the mall, thank you for your coop-
eration.

Sincerely,

Barbara Wenglin
Researcher

J9
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

TUCSON, ARIZONA 85721

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION ROOM 439
GRADUATE LIBRARY SCHOOL (602) 384-3565

2521 East Greenlee Pl.
Tucson, Arizona 85716
July 31, 1974

Dear Librarian:

A few months ago, you completed a questionnaire concerning
the 1973 Supreme Court ruling on obscenity. A summary of the
findings follows.

Yours was one of 133 public libraries selected by a stratified
random sampling from the Bowker American Library Directo
1972-73). Three libraries were chosen Irom each of the §O
states, serving p.pulations of A) under 25,000, B) from 25,000
to 300,000 and, where possible, C) over 300,000. 115 of the
133, or 86%, responded. Of these, 108, or 94%, reported no
change in patron concern or complaints since the June 1973
aecgsion. This response crossed rngional and population lines;
throughout the country--in the lNortheast, South, West, and kid-

west--libraries of all sizes reported no variation in their
regular operations,

Seven of the 115 respondents, or (%, reported “some” increase
in patron concernm. Six of these were libraries fr-am the South,
one was from the West., Only one l!brary in 115 ..eported an
increase in specific complaints which was considered to be
greater than the growth of the community would warrant,

Four libraries have found it necessa:y to explain their policies
to the community as a result of the ruling. Two have revised
their book selection policy as a result of the ruling. Two are
attempting to de=termine what current "local community standards"
are as a direct result of the decision.

On the basis of these rindings, one can conclude that the
Supreme Court ruling has not caused serious vroblems for the
public library to date. The public does not seem to be taking
a more active role in monitoring library materials. Public
library activities have not been significantly altsred as a
result of the decision,

We were gratified by the high rate of return which randers
these findings more meaningful. Thank you again for your
part in this study.

Sincerely,

Barbara ‘Yenglin
40 Researcher




REY SRENCES

Li>rary Literature. June 1973-De2., 1973. New Yorks wilson,
MacKeigan, Helaine. American Libd Directo 1972- .
28th ed, New Yorx: Bowker, 1972,

0fficial Reports of the Supreme Court, Vol,. CMXIII, Part I.
ashington: Governmen ing office, 1973.

United States Supreme Court Bulletin. New York: Commerce
Clearing House, 1970,

Van Dalen, Deobold., Und tang;gf Educational Research.
New York: McOraw ﬁl s © .

Wick, John W. "Questionnaire Construction,” from An Over-

view of Evaluation and Research Topics, Urit 1IV.
Northwestern Unlverslty, c'on%or For the Teachins
Professions, n.d, Slides and tape available fo

loan at iiniversity of Arizona, Bureau of REducat. .al

Research and Service, Education Building, Room 313,

36
41




